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cm1PARISON OF STATE INCARCERATION RATES - PRISONERS 
PER 100,000 POPULATION ON 12/31/78 

State Rate Ranking State 

Sc;uth Carolina 240 26 Kansas 
Florida 239 27 Kentucky 
North Carol"ina 227 28 Illinois 
Georgia 214 29 Colorado 
Nevada 206 30 Cal i forni a 
Texas 195 31 Idaho 
Maryland 192 32 �~�1�o�n�t�a�n�a� 

Louisiana 187 33 Indiana 
Del aware 172 34 Nebraska 
t1i chi gan 163 35 New Jersey 
Virginia 153 36 Wi scons in 
Arizona 147 37 South Dakota 
Alabama 144 38 Iowa 
Tennessee 134 39 Connecticut 
Oklahoma 133 40 Utah 
Ohio 124 41 Vermont 
Alaska 122 42 Pennsylvani a 
Washington 119 43 West Virginia 
Oregon 118 44 Rhode Island 
Arkansas 116 45 Hawaii 
Missouri l! 116 46 Maine 
New t·1exi co 115 47 Massachusetts 
New York 115 48 �~�·�1�i�n�n�e�s�o�t�a� 

Mississippi 111 49 North Dakota 
Wyoming 103 50 Ne\'i Hampshi re 

Rate 

98 
97 
93 
92 
88 
86 
86 
81 
78 
74 
74 
73 
70 
70 
69 
69 
67 
64 
56 
55 
53 
49 
47 
26 
18 

SOURCE: Law Enforcemellt Assistance Administration, Prisoners in State and 
Federal Institutions ol)":December 31, 1978 Advance Report 
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II 

INSTITUTIONAL POPULATIONS ON JUNE 1, 1980 

I 

GENERAL DESIGN CAP-
ACITY (SINGLE CELL GENERAL PLUS SPECIAL 
PLUS 50 SQu FTo PER DESIGN CAPACITY (IN- SEX 
INMATE DORMITORY CLUDES SPECIAL USE 

INSTITUTION SPACE) CELLS) MALE �F�E�r�~�A�L�E� TOTALS 
. 

OWCC 76 80 - 69 69 

OSCI 473 533 750 - 750 

OSP -MAIN 1,107 1,268 1,473 - 1,473 

ANNEX 212 212 192 - 192 

CAMPS 75 75 61 - 61 
fl 

CDRC 352 :1 352 182 24 206 

OSH 117 117 102 4 106 
\ 

INSTITUTIONAL 
TOTALS 2,412 2,637 2,760 -;97 2,857 

�l�~�/�R� CENTERS 135 135 83 14 97 
INMATE 

TOTALS 2,547 2,772 2,843 111 2,954 

SOURCE: CORRECTIONS DIVISION 
, 

"' 
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OREGON CORRECTIONS DIVISION 
INMATE POPULATION 

3,5004-~------~------------------------______________ . 

2,500 

2,000 

TQtallnmate 
Population 

Work!"'Release 

Total Institutional 
P'opulation 

1 , !500 i T'----r----'r----.-----r-----.-----.-__ _ 

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 

SOURCE~ OREGoi4 CORRECTIONS DIVISION DATA 

NOTE: THIS GRAPH IS BASED ON (;. ~10Nn; Dt.T.6 
IJ~TERVALS 

pH:, TRO 6-80 
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Cor·1PARISON OF Nur1BERS OF INMATES PAROLED AND DISCHARGED 
FROM OREGON CORRECTIONS DIVISION WITH ADMITTEES, 1976-1979 

*This increase reflects ~po1icy decision to 
include those awaiting parole revocation 
hearings. 

229 

343 

303 228 

163 

235 

1976 1977 1978 1979 

I inmates paroled/discharged 

inmates admitted for new offense/parole violations 

SOURCE: CORRECTIONS DIVISION 
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COUNTY 

v 

COMMITMENTS 'ill STATE 

INSTITUTIONS, BY COUNTY, 1977-1979 

1977 1978 1979 

u 

0\0 

BAKER : 7 1 2 5 77% i 9' 4 5 i 56%; e 5! 3 38",; 
BENTON : 14 I 6 1 ~';::-5=7%:-lj--~36:::-:~715~--:::2-;-1-r, --::5:-::::87%-+--::-374---=178-1,f---::l-::6-1-, ---=4~7~~o-1 
CLACKAMAS " 62 41 21 34% 61 31 30 49% 74 47 27 36% 
CLATSOP, 12 ° 12 100% 22 11 11 50% 16 4 12 75% 
COLUNBIA _ ' 9 5 4 44% 7 1 6 86% 12 5 7 589,; 
:COOS ,1._" _ ~~ 

if Ll)'{ IY ..-'':1 60% 51 17 34 67% 53 21 32 60% 
'C;::ROOK :-: 9 4 5 56% 14 5 9 64% q 0 9., 100!" 

~URRY ";:'.. l 7 3 4 57% 11 7 4 36% 12 6 6 50% 
PESCHUTES I 46 21 25 54% 38 16 22 58% 37 11 .26 .: 70% 
DOUGLAS, 58 33 25 43% 59 24 35 59% 78 38 40 51"' 
,=,t;I~L,.."L=I:-AM~· '_--*-__ 0e-l-_ 0 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 1 1 0 0,:.:: 
!3RANT 2, 0 f-- 2-1-'100% 2 -l---.-...:.1-1---....:1-1----5-=0-=%-Il----2=--1~-0":-1e---'.2--+~1-0...;:.0~%:~:. 'J 

HARNEY, 2 2 ° 0% 3 ° 3 100% 5 3 2'" '40!/;·:c',1 
HOOD RIV_E~R-u--_9 2 7 78% " '12 3 9 75% 9 5 4 44 
JACKSON, 86 38 48 56% 67 35 32 48% 90 44 46 ,51%' 
JEFFERSON 20 5 15 75% 14 S 9 64% 14 3 11 79!!":;",,I 

[J!':::O:-:S~E=P-=H=IN:.:::E=:-.-H___=_3-73 -I-.-::l~8_t_.--=1:.:::5-!---"4::::5...:::.%_H__.:::.3:..:..7-1--..!:2~2-' .1-....:l~5~--=4::..:1~%!......jI_...:2~8 -I-__ }-'-4-+----'-14~....,.....;,~~~; 
l'CLAMATH . -~5~- t-- .. ·~O~" ., -' 59=--.. -j--;-1:::-:0308:::-:%%:-Ij--_4~41::-t-,:::.:221::-· -1---=2.::-2 -+---=5~0::..% -Il-_..:..43:::--41--.:::.2:::.1-1-_-=::2.:::.2-l---==5:.::1:..::°o~~;;:" 
LAKE 0 0% 2 0 2 ];00%'" 
~LA_NE __ ~:.~' ~~_1_79_4 __ 8~5~~-_-94 5~3~%~r--;:2~3~3-r~1~1~1-r~1~2~2:-t~5~2~%~--:2~6~8-!-~1~2~2-+~1~4~6~~5~4~%~ 
LINCOLN. 20 4 16 80% 43 14 29 67% 61 18 43 70% 
~~--~-*~~-+~~~ 
LINN 85 41 44 52% 77 36 41 53% 87 45 42 48% 
ritALHEUR;' 19 8 11 58% 15 7 8 53% 19 8 11 5W ' 
MA"'='=R:-::I:":::O:":::N-. ...,..... .. --If.-6S- -' 3'3- -32- -"49'%--It-. --65--1~-2~3~-42-1----g5%-.. 1-90·- f--44 --46- 5H 
MORROW ,,~ ,. --: ... --0--- ~----O-- --"-=--o - 09,,0 1:--=-3 1", .---- r----f-.----l . 2 67% 1 1 0 ,'c" 0% 
~ruLTNOMAH 539 332 207. 38% I' 544 317~ 227 42% 492 274 218 44% 
;:;;:v;:-;;---:--,.--tt--;;n--t-r;--r--:;-;-t--;=-;:-;;--fj---=~-+-=.:::..;-;.+-::.=.;::--t-~=-tl-~:-t~:"";-+':::';'::::-I--':;::;":- .J 
l,'OLK 20 9 11 55% 13 4: 9 69% 22 8 14" 64~ 

qN:J;ON c-"_-H-_13 4 9 69% 21 11; 10 48% 17 4 13· 76r. 
W..:,.AL.--,-,' :..;...>_,vA_' __ -lI-_~_-:;-I_-:1~::~0~_t:=~1=~1;-;0~0:-::%"-"'::'::3-+--=::::2:':'.+--=::':1=---f-3~3:-:%~1-"':'::':0--4""':""';':0~1'--:::0::'--~':":'0~% --: 

WASCO 22 9 13 59%' 16 4: 12 75% 18 5 13 ,Ii' 72% 
WASHINGTON 71 44 27 38% 54 28 26 48% 59 36 23 39% 
WHEELER ." 4 1 3 75% 0 0 I 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

~AMHILr; 12 =t===4=_=j==8=j=6:::7::::%==tF==2:::7:::::j:=1=.:7::::·=t' ==10:::::::;1===3=7~=1t==2;::5::::::;f==18==l==:=7 =i:==:2=8 .. 

_TO~TAL __ --""",,,. --!.!c...:1==5~6~9_....:....; 188::.;1:.::6:........:._7:.=.;53 • 48% i 1671 826,: 845 51% __ ~_3 ___ 8_6...;..6---,-_9-,0_,7---=---:;.5.:...1_%_, 

SOURCE: CORRECTIONS DIVISION 
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VI 

OREGON'S COUNTY JAIL SYSTEM 

COUNTY CAPACITY COUNTY 

BAKER 59 LAKE 

BENTON 27 LANE 

CLACKAMAS 94 LINCOli~ 

CLATSOP 34 LINN 

COLUMBIA 34 MALHEUR 

COOS @ COQUILLE 31 MARION 

COOS @ NORTH BEND 41 MULTNOMAH 

CURRY 44 -CLAIRE ARGOW WOMENS CENTER 

DESCHUTES 70 -M.e .C. 1. 

DOUGLAS @ ROSEBURG 120 -COURTHOUSE JAIL 

DOUGLAS @ REEDSPORT 6 -ROCKY BUTTE JAIL 

GILLIAM 1 POLK 

GRANT 11 TILLAMOOK 

HARNEY 20 UMATILLA 

HOOD RIVER 31 UNION 

JACKSON 101 , WALLOWA 

JEFFERSON 18 WASCO 

JOSEPHINE 66 WASHINGTON 

KLAMATH 94 WHEELER 

YAMHILL 

TOTAL CAPACITY 
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CAPACITY 

18 

274 

35 

56 

50 

114 

35 

155 

156 

300 

44 

45 

61 

36 

19 

54 

127 

2 

48 ,\ 

, 
2,531 
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PREDICTED NEED - THE FACTORS CONSIDERED BY THE TASK FORCE 

The State is today faced with an unprecedented set of factors which are 

anticipated to place added pressures on an already burdened corrections system. 

. The primary criminal justice trend indicators - reported crimes, arrest rates, 

felony filings, number of persons on parole and probation, parole revocations, 

and institutional commitments - are all on the increase. At the same time, the 

State is expected to experience significant population increases in the coming 

}ears. These factors coupled with the addition of new felony crimes to Oregon's 

statutes and Parole Board decisions which have resulted in increased average prison 

terms all are predictive of increasing pressures on local and state correctional 

facil iti es. 

Further, recent court actions both here in Oregon and throughout the country 

indicate a movement towards the establishment of new definitions of "constitutionally 

minimum" conditions in which persons may be incarcerated. This developing body of 

'law'is a,nticipated to have a substantial impact on our penal facilities. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM /I FLOW STATISTICS 

During the period 1975-1978 inclusive, reported crimes in Oregon increased from 

273,720 to 310,194, an increase of 36,474 or 13.5%. Preliminary figures indicate 

that 336,613 crimes were reported during 1979, an increase of 26,419, or 8.5%, from 

the 1978 figures. Total number of arrests and felony filing have increased during 

this period in roughly the same proportion as shown in Tables VII and VIII. These 

increases have occurred during a period in which the State's "index" crime rate per 

100,000 population has actually decreased. 

Commitments to Oregon's institutions for new offenses have increased ,from 1,362 

in 1975 to 1,594 in 1978, an increase of 232 or 17%. In 1979, new offense commit-

ments again increased in number by 92 to 1,692, a 6% increase from the 1978 level. 

-23-
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from 1975 through 1978, probation commitments have remained relatively constant. 

However, preliminary computations of 1979 figures indicate a major increase in 

probation commitments to a level 50% above 1978 figures. 

.. 
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VII 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

FLOW STATISTICS 

1975 
273,720 

1975 
100,082 

TOTAL 
ARRESTS 

1975 and 1978 

1978 
16,0-;17 

REPORTED 
CRIMES 

1975 t 1975 

Institutional 1, 362aD 3,377 Probation 
COlnmitments 1i:~92 19;,8577 Commitments 

CORRECTIONS DIVISION 
SOURCE: CORRECTIONS DIVISION AND LAW ENFORCEMENT COUNCIL DATA 

METRO 6-80 
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REPORTED CRIMES 

TOTAL ARRESTS 

FELONY CASES FILED 

INOEX CRIME RATE 
PER 100,000 POPULATION 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM FLOW STATISTICS BY YEAR 
1975 - 1978 

- ',-

I 
1975 1976 1977 1978 

273,720 278,497 295,997 310,194 

._- -'.'" 

1 00,082 104,212 113,810 114,456 

14,360 14,485 14,174 16,097 

6,632 6,315 5,918 6,012 

I 

DATA SOURCE: Oregon Law Enforcement Council 

/ 
.\ ' ;' -

TOTAL 

By Number 

36,474 

14,374 

1,637 

(-620) 

CHANGE 

BU Percent 

+13.5% 

+14% 

+12% 

(-9.4%) 

. . 

<: 
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t-I 
t-I 
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR OREGON 

The 1976 Governor's Task Force Report presented the following comments on 

-forecasting bed space needs. "Present trends indicate that overcrowding of state 

correctional institutions will continue in the future. Prediction of the number 

of inmatss is imprecise due to the many variables involved, such as the amount 

and severity of criminal behavior, the efficiency of police and prosecutors in 

moving offenders through the system, and the attitudes of judges and the public 

that determine sentencing decisio;:~. Historically, a measurable variable that 

correlates with the institutiona'i :.::,opu1ation is the size of the "risk population" 

those individuals between the ages of 15 and 29. The correlation seems logical as 
) 

well as mathematical: members of this age group often seem mobile, energetic, 

rebellious; they suffer high rates of unemployment; most of the inmates in Oregon 

are in this age group; over half of the arrests for serious felonies in Oregon 

involve juveniles." 

The most recent population projections available through the Portland State 

Center for Population Research and Census indicate that Oregon's population is 

expected to climb by approximately 1 million from its present level of 2.5 million 

by the year 2,000 as shown in Table IX which presents this projected growth pattern 

by county. However, the "risk grouPc'~=p,oTtion of the Oregon total population, herein 

defined as all males ages 15-29 inclusive, is not expected to reflect a pattern of 

continued rapid growth predicted for· the population as a whole. 

Today, Oregon appears to be nearing the end of a steep climb in this"risk" 

segment of the population (Tab']e X). During the past five years, 1975-1980, the 

sta~e experienced an increase of 52,723 or 17~ iM the size of this age group. 

During the next five y~ars, 1980-Sg, this portion of the overall population is 

expecte~ to increase only l1loderately from its present level of 360,000 to 370,000, 

an increase of 10,000 or 3';,. During the last half of this decade, 1985-90, the 

"risk group" population is expected to diecrease by 16,000 or 4.5",·. This decrease 

-27-

. i 

will be followed by another moderate (5%) increase through the first half of the 

1990's, after which a rapid increase in number of persons in this age group is 

to be expected. This anticipated rapid increase in the size of the "risk" popu­

lation in the late 1990's appears comparable in rate of increase to the increase 

experienced during the late 1970's. 

During the next 15 years, the "risk group" portion of Oregon's population can 

be expected to var~ by no more than 3%, or 11,000 persons, from present size. An 

analysis of the state's risk population by county from 1980-1990 shows that no 

significant shifts in the distribution of this port$on of the population among the 

counties is anticipated (Table XI). A comparison of current total population, 

risk group population and commitments tc) the state institutions, by county, is 

provided in Table XII. For a majority of the counties, the risk group portion 

of the population appears to be more closely correlated with numbers of institu­

tional commitments than does the total county population. 
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COUNTY 

Baker 
Benton 
Clackamas 
Clatsop 
Columbia 
Coos 
Crook 
Curry 
Deschutes 
Douglas 
Gill iam 
Grant 
Harney 
Hood River 
Jackson 
Je ffe rson 
Josephine 
Klamath 
Lake 
LanlS1 
Li ncol n 
Linn 
~Ia 1 heur 
~Ia ri on 
Morro~! 
Nul tnomah 
Polk 
Sherman 
Till amook 
Umatilla 
Union 
Wa 11 olVa 
I~asco 
Washington 
Wheeler 
Yamhi 11 
TOTALS 

. . " 

1975 

LOW HIGH LOW 

15,700 15,700 16,000 
63,600 63,600 74,900 

202,400 202,400 233,000 
29,300 29,300 30,400 
31,700 31,700 34,300 
59,500 59,500 63,000 
11 ,800 11 ,800 13,200 
14,100 14,100 14,600 
40,200 40,200 50,500 
80,200 80,200 87,200 
2,100 2,100 1,500 
7,400 7,400 8,000 
7,300 7,300 7,400 

14,300 14,300 14,700 
11 0,400 110,400 124,500 

9,700 9,700 10,600 
45,500 45,500 55,700 
54,200 54,200 58,100 
6,500 6,500 6,700 

241, 100 241,100 ,264,700 
27,600 27,600 29,5()0 
80,800 80,800 89,900 
24,100 24,100 25,600 

166,500 166,500 182,700 
5,200 5,200 5,100 

546,400 546,400 548,100 
40,500 40,500 45,800 
2,200 2,200 2,100 

18,500 18,500 19,300 
48,100 48,100 50,700 
22,000 22,000 24,800 
6,800 6,800 7,100 

20,200 20,200 20,400 
190,400 190,400 226,000 

2,000 2,000 2,000 
44,800 44,800 48,600 

2,293,100 2,293,100 2,496,700 

OREGON POPULATION PROJECTIONS, BY COUNTY 

1975-2000 

1980 1985 

HIGH LOW HIGH 

16,300 16,80C 17,700 
76,300 82,300 86,700 

237,400 256,300 270,000 
31,000 32,000 33,700 
34,900 36,700 38,700 
64,200 66,900 70,400 
13,500 14,400 15,200 
14,900 15,500 16,300 
51,400 56,700 59,700 
88,900 93,900 98,900 
1,600 1,400 1,500 
8,200 8,600 9,000 
7,500 7,700 8,100 

15,000 15,600 16,400 
126,800 135,500 142,800 
10,800 11,500 12,100 
56,800 62,100 65,500 
59,100 62,000 65,300 
6,800 7,000 7,400 

269,600 285,400 300,600 
30,000 31,400 33,100 
91,600 97,300 102,500 
26,100 27,100 28,500 

186,200 196,500 207,000 
5,200 5,400 5,700 

558,300 567,800 598,100 
46,700 49,800 52,500 
2,100 2,200 2,300 

19,600 20,300 21,400 
51,700 53,900 56,800 
25,200 26,900 28,300 

7,300 7,600 8,000 
20,800 21 ,200 22,300 

230,300 249,300 262,600 
2,100 2,200 2,300 

49,500 52,200 55,000 
2,543,700 2,679, 40012,822,400 

LOW 

17,500 
87,200 

300,800 
33,200 
38,500 
69,600 
15,200 
16,200 
60,700 
98,500 
1,400 
9,000 
8,000 

16,300 
143,000 
12,100 
66,300 
64,800 

7,200 
299,700 

32,800 
102,300 
28,200 

206,000 
5,600 

584,100 
52,500 
2,200 

21,000 
56,200 
28,300 

7,900 
21,900 

264,700 
2,200 

54,700 
2,8;l5,80o 

l 
! 

1990 

HIGH 

19,300 
96,100 

331,600 
36,600 
42,400 
76,700 
16,800 
17,800 
66,900 

108,600 
1,500 
9,900 
8,800 

17,900 
157,600 
13,300 
73,100 
71 ,500 
8,000 

330,400 
36,100 

112,800 
31,100 

227,100 
6,200 

643,900 
57,900 
2,400 

23,200 
62,000 
31,300 
8,700 

24,100 
291,800 

2,500 
60,300 

3,126,200 

/' 

1995 

LOW HIGH 

18,100 21,100 
91,300 106,400 

314,900 367,100 
34,400 40,100 
40,100 46,700 
72,300 84,300 
15,900 18,600 
16,800 19,500 
63,900 74,500 

102,700 119,700 
1,400 1,600 
9,300 10,900 
8,200 9,600 

16,900 19,700 
149,400 174,200 
12,600 14,700 
69,700 81.200 
67,400 78,£00 
7,500 8,700 

312,400 364,200 
34,100 39,700 

106,700 124,400 
29,200 34,100 

214,600 250,200 
5,900 6,900 

602,600 702,500 
54,900 63,900 
2,300 2,700 

21,800 25,400 
58,400 68,100 
29,600 34,500 
8,200 . 9,600 

22,600 26,400 
277,500 323,400 

2,300 2,700 
57,000 66,400 

2,952,9OO 3,442,300 

2000 

LOW HIGH 

18,500 23,000 
93,600 116,600 

323,000 402,200 
35,100 43,700 
41,000 51,000 
73,800 92,000 
16,300 20,300 
17,100 21,300 
65,700 81,900 

105,100 130,800 
1,400 1,800 
9,500 11,900 
8,400 10,400 

17,200 21,500 
153,100 190,700 
12,900 16,100 
71 ,600 89,200 
68,900 85,800 
7,600 9,500 

319,700 398,200 
34,800 43,400 

109,200 136,100 
29,800 37,200 

219,600 273,500 
6,000 7,500 

613,500 764,100 
56,200 70,000 
2,300 2,900 

22,200 27,700 
59,700 74,300 
30,300 37,800 
8,400 10,500 

23,000 28,700 
284,700 354,600 

2,400 3,000 
58,300 72,600 

3,019,900 3,761,800 , 
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XI 

RISK GROUP POPULATION PROJECTION, BY COUNTY 

OREGON MALES, AGES 15-29 

1975 1980 1985 1990 
COUNTY % OF % OF % OF 

NUMBER TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL NUMBER 

BAKER 1,554 0.51% 1,687 0.47% 1,673 0.45% 1,580 
BENTON 14,991 4.88% 18,636 5.18% 19,815 5.35% 19,263 -
CLACKAMAS 24,760 8.05% 30,739 8.54% 32,181 8.69% 34,085 
CLATSOP 3,500 1.14% 3,913 1.09% 3,949 1.07% 3,71'8 
COLUMBIA 3,785 1.23% 4,404 1.22% 4,499 1.22% 4,263 
COOS 7,080 2.30% 8,079 2.24% 8,171 2.21% 7,680 
(::ROOK 1,335 0.43% 1 624 0.45% 1 695 0.46% 1 621 
CURRY 1,496 Q. 49.~ __ _.l.t..~67 __ ~.=.~6% _._ 1-__ ~,677 0.45% 1,587 -DESCHUTES 4,598 1. 50 96 6,169 1. 71% 6,563 1. 77% 6,348 
DOUGLAS 9,396 3.06% 10,959 3.04% 11,179 3.02% 10,587 
GILLIAM 259 0.08% 209 0.06% 178 0.05% 151 
GRANT 840 0.27% 983 0.27% 997 0.27% 950 
HARNEY 901 0.29% 984 0.27% 983 0.27% 919 
HOOD RIVER 1,569 0.51% 1,734 0.48% 1,740 0.47% 1,638 
JACKSON 13,626 4.43% 16,534 4.59% 17,205 4.65% 16,409 
JEFFERSON 1,123 0.37% 1,321 0.37% 1,360 0.37% 1,294 
JOSEPHINE 4,530 1.47% 5,929 1.65% 6,262 1.69% 6,055 
KLAMATH 7,413 __ 2.41% 8,544 2.37% 8,738 2.36% 8,229 - ... ---., 
LAKE 714 0.23% 781 0.22% 776 0.21% 728 ----1--44 ,571 2:l:_3~~~_ 46,168 12.47% 43,926 LANE AlJ2?L. J.?~-~~ 1-.. _---- --------- ~--, ----... 
LINCOLN 2,927 0.95% 3,341 0.93% 3,393 0.92% 3,209 
LINN 10,212 3.32% 12,274 3.41% 12,702 3.43% 12,087 
MALHEUR 2,947 0.96% 3,342 0.93% 3,347 0.90% 3,157 

i2-;-io8 . .... -----~ .... '--2"6;242 26-;999-- -7~i9%'-'" . --25,662 MARION 7.23% 7.29% .. ----'--'5-55-- 1-----;. •. _-- -.-. __ ._--,-_._ ... -. "-" 573- -'O:-i5 % --- 538 MORROW 0.18% 578 0.16% 
MuLTNOMAH 75,296 24.50% 81,920 22.75% :,028 22.16% 76,573 
POLK 5,728 1. 86% 6,911 1.92% -: ,J:66 1. 94% 6,842 
SHERMAN 229 0.07% 232 0.06% 234 0.06% 213 .--. 
TILLAMOOK 2,022 0.66% 2,247 0.62% 2,248 0.61% 2,110 
UMATILLA 5,962 1.94% 6,724 1.87% 6,792 1.83% 6,410 
UNION 3,122 1.02% 3,747 1. 04% 3,893 1. 05% 3,733 
WALLOWA 714 0.23% 798 0.22% 795 0.21% 748 
WASCO 2,258 0.73% 2,461 0.68% 2,425 0.66% 2,263 
WASHINGTON 25 359 8.25% 32 :631 9.06% 34 482 9.32% 33.096 
WHEELER 221 0.07% ;:245 0 .. 07% 247 0.07% 233 
YAMHILL 5 982 f:-J.."95~ ~904 1.92% r-:- 7.043 1.90% 6 681 

.' -:;: - , ,. 

TOTAL 307,341 100% 360,064 100% 
"i 
370,176 100% 354,546 . 

SOURCE: PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY - REVISED PROJECTION - 5/80 
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% OF 
TOTAL 

0.45% 
5.43% 
9.61% 
1.05% 
1. 20% 
2.17% 

0.46% 
0.45% 
1. 79% 
2.99% 
0.04% 
0.27% 
0.26% 
0.46% 
4.63% 
0.36% 
1. 71% 
2.32% 
0.21% 

12.39% 
0.91% 
3.41% 
0.89% 
'7:2-3~ 

0.15% 
21. 60% 

1.93% 
0.06% 
0.60% 
1.81;1; 
1.05% 
0.21% 
0.64% 

9.33% 
0.07% 
1. 88% 

100% 

Xl! 

A COMPARISON OF ORECDN IS 'IDTAL POPUIATION, "RISK GroUP" POPULATION, 

AND COMMI'lMENTS '10 S'm.TE CORRECI'IONAL INSTI'IUTIONS, BY COUNTY 

---.-- - - . - ''---' ' ...... - '-'--'-'---" _.,-'----,-----------:-._----------_. -
TOTAL POPULATION , 

COUNTY 
YEAR: 1979 

--'----"'":---_ .. 
## % 

RISK GROUP 
POPULATION 

MALES 15-29 
YEAR: 1980 

## % 

INSTITUTIONAL 
COMMITMENTS 

YEAR: 1979 

## % 

BAKER 16,600 0.65% 1,687 0.47% 8 0.45% 
BENTON 71,300 2.80% 18,636 -5.-TIf% 34 .L.~2,!; 

CLACKAMAS 231,000 9.08%' 30,739 8.54% 74 4.17% 
CLATSOP 31,800 1.25% 3,913 1.09% 16 0.90% 
COLUMBIA 34,500 .' 1.36% 4,404 1.22% 12 0.68% 
COOS 63,500 2.50% 1---8~,0~7~9~r-~2~.~2~4~%-+-~5~3-+--~2~.~9~9~%~ 
(::ROOK 12,700 0.50% J. 1,624 C.45% i -9' 0.51% 

CURRY p,150 0.67% I 1,667 0.46% ~ ... ...:1::.:2~1--_0.68% 
DESCHUTES 54,500 2.14% I 6,169 1.71% I 37 2.09% 
DOUGLAS 89,300 3.51% 10,959 3.04% I 78 4.40% 
GILLIAM 2,300 0.09% 209 0.06% 1 0.06% 
GRANT 7,800 0.31% 983 0.27% 2 0.11%-
HARNEY 8,000 0.31% 984 0.27% I 5 0.28% 
HOOD RIVER . 15,800 0.62% 1,734 0.48% 9 0.51% 
JACKSON 126 500 4.97% 16,534 4.59~ 90 5.08% 
JEFFERSON 10 800 0.42% 1 321 0.37% I 14 0.79% 
JOSEPHINE 54,800 2.15% 5,929 1.65% 28 1.58~._ 
KLAMATH t-~,9.LQ2.Q .. _ ._~ __ .~ ... 36% 8,544 2.37% 43 2.43% 

LAKE I 7,2q.~t-__ 9~28% __ ~.~7~8~1~--~0~.72~2~%_+--.~2~~--~0~ .. ~1~1~%~ 
LANE 26_~..!.3QQ._ .~g: . .?9%._1_--..iit..571 12.38% I 26~ ___ 25.12~ 
LINCOLN , 33,000 1.30% 3,341 0.93% 61 3.44% 
LINN I 89,500 3.52% 12,274 -·+--=3:-=-. ..::.:4,.::1..;.%-+--;.87;..-.J---.::4:.:.:....:9:..:1:..:%:...J 

MALHEUR , 26,100 1.03% 3,342 0.93% 19 1.07% 

MARION . ..1. -.. }-P~r~gQ(.·~ __ ,_.Z:.. 51% _. 2§.!.. 262 __ "-_._7;..:.:..:2:.:::9..:%:-J. __ ~9~0~,-'-~-:--5.0a%·-
MORROW . 7,400 0.29% 578 0.16% 1 0.06% 
MULTNO~~H I 558,600 I 21.96% 81,920 22.75% I 492 27.75% 

TILLAMOOK i 21,000 -O:83%I---=2-,-:-2·4:::-=-7-+-...:0::-:.~6:-::2~%~L--l~6-+--.-:0~. 9:::'.!0-!..:.%~ 
tJMA'i.rILLA---'--s5,800 2.19% 6,724 1.87% 71 4.00% 
UNION ; 24,000 0.94% 3,747 1.04% i 17 0.96% 
WALLOWA ---r

1 
····7,50q._ 0.29% 798 0.22% 0 0.00% 

tfASCO ···-2i.!.l?QQ._f-' 0.86% 2,461 0.68% 18 1.02% 
WASHINGTON I 222,100 8.37% 32,631 9.06% 59 3.33% 
WHEELER I 1,950 0.08% 245 0.07% 0 0.00% 
YAMHILL 5~L~Q..Q __ __ 2=.01% _I 6,904 1.92% 25 1.41% -.- .... _. ------F=. =--===!============F=====t==::::::::::=:::::=/ 
TOTAL 

SOURCE: 

2,544,000 100.00% I 360,064 100.00% 1773 100.00% 
~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~--=~~~~~~ 

Total PopUlation - 1979 P.S.U. Published Estimates 
Risk Group Population - P.S.U. Revised Projections - 5/80 
Institutional Commitments - Corrections Division 

-32-

~t 

.. " 

J 



o 

If . ' 

.: 
. i 

j 

'[ 

,( 

,-----

Other indicators of criminal justice activity considered by the Task Force in­

c'luded trends concerning type of crime, prior adult confinement, average length of 

sentences, utilization of parole and probation system!5, and parole ~'evocations. As 

indicated in the following table which profiles the inmate population at the three 

major state facilities during the eight year period 1972-1979, offenses against 

persons have increased by 8 3% to 54 6% . . d 1 t f' • 0 • 0, prlOr a u con 1 nements have increased by 

14.5% to 43.5%, and the average length of sentence has increased by 2.4 years to a 

9.9 year average (Table XIII). An analysis of new commitments by type of primary 

offense during the period 1963-1979 indicates a gradual but steady increase in 

percent of offenses against persons since the early 1970·s (Table XIV). 

A review of parole average daily populations as compafed with rates of parole 

revocations by quarter years from January of 1976 through December of 1979 shows 

an increase of more than 80% in parole average daily populations with a correspond­

ing increase in percentage of parole violators from 5.3% to 7.0% (Table XV). 

During this same period of time, in-state probation caseloads increased from 4,521 

on July 1~ 1975 to 7,530 on July 1, 1979, an increase of 3,009 or 66%, while numbers 

of inmates paroled increased from 747 in 1975 to 1,737 in 1979, an increase of 132%. 

As demonstrated by these statistics, the total responsibilities of the State 

Corrections Division increased significantly during the previous decade. While 

methods for projecting future corrections system needs are admittedly difficult to 

agree upon, an attempt was made to provide an estimate of institutional bed space 

needs for the coming decade. Tables XVI and XVII show the risk group-based 

projections of total Division responsibility, the conversion of this responsibility 

into actual bed needs for the following ten years, and the relationship on these 

projections to existing state system institutional capacities. The peak in total 

Corrections Division responsibility for the decade is predicted to occur in 1984 

when the risk group ~hould reach its high level at 371,347. This size risk group 

-33~ 
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converts to a total Division resppnsibility of 3,450 which, based upon an .89 

conversion factor produces a predicted high bed need of 3,071 beds for the decade. 

A breakdown by county of the projected institutional average daily population for 

the 10 year period, 1980-1990, is provided in Table XVIII. Depending upon the 

degree of utilization of special use cells (which include psychiatric, infirmary, 

and isolation bed spaces) the additional state bed space needs for the coming 

decade should range from 400 to 600. Bed space needs projections should include 

a 75-100 bed allowance above capacity for population management. The projections 

which follow are calculated with single cell plus 50 sq. ft. per inmate dormitory 

space as the basis for computing the system·s capacity. 
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BOOK POPULATION PROFILE SUMMARY AT OSP, OSCI, OWCC 

ETHNIC 
WHITE 
BLACK, 
AMERICAN INDIAN 
MEXICAN 
ORIENTAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

CRIME CATEGORY 
PERSON 
PROPERTY 
STATUTE 

TOTAL 

LI FE SENTENCES 

DRUG CRIME 

SEX CRIME 

PRIOR ADULT 
CONFINEMENT 

PRIOR OREGON 
CONFINEMENT 

AVERAGE AGE 

AVERAGE SENTENCE (YRS) 

AVERAGE TIME SERVED BY 
FIRST TIME PAROLEES (Months) 

1972 

79.8% 
I 12.6% 
i 2.8% 
i 

1. 9% 
.1% 

j 2.8% 
;100.0% 

46.3% 
39.4% 
14.3% 

100.0% 

9.1% 

12.2% 

9.0% 

2S.0% 

27.6% 

. 29.3 

7.5 

: . 
i 

I 

I 

1973 

I 
81.3% 
12.9% 

2.6% 
2.0% 

.1% 
1.1% 

I 

1 100 .0% 

I 
46.8% I 

I 38.7% 
14.5% 

100.0% 

8.9% 

13.7% 

8.7% 

28.2% 

28.3% 

29.7 

7.4 

SOURCE: Corrections Division ADP Support Services 
Data Base Known to Computer as of 3/11/80 

. . ,. 

1974 '1975 1976 

! 
I 

83.1% 84.0% I 81.0% 
11.5% 10.3% 

I 
12.6% 

2.6% 2.6% 3.1 % 
2.1% 2.3% 2.7% 

.0% .1% .0% 

.7% .7% .6% , 
100.0% 100.0% I 100.0% 

! 

44.8% 44.5% I 45.6% 
41. 1% 44.1% 43.6% 
14.1% 11.4% 10.8% 

! 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

7.7% 6.7% i 6.3% . 
15.1% 12.4% 12.2% 

8.)% 8.3% 9.2% . 
, 

30.8% 36.0% . 37.5% , 

! 
28.6% 23.9% ! 18.3% 

28.9 28.6 28.7 

7.5 7.6 8.2 

18.0 I 18.7 
I 

1977 1978 1979 

1 

79.8% 79.7% 79.8% 
12.9% 12.3% 11 .5% 
3.1 % 3.8% 4.4% 
3.3% 3.3% 3.0% 

.1% . .2% .1% 

.8% .7% 1.2% 
I 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% I 

.I 

50.0% 52.4% 54.6% 
41.0% 38.4% 36.5% 

9.0% 9.2% 8.9% 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

6.4% 6.8% 6.5% 

I 10.0% 7.!;% 6.5% 
I 

I 11.4% 13.8% 15.1% 
I 

I 38.9% 44.8% 43.5% 
I i 

I 
I 

i 

! 18.2% 17.9% 17.4% . 
29.0 29.2 29.4 ! 

I 8.5 9.4 9.9 1 I 

: I 

I 19.0 19,0 17 .0 
I 
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XIV 

NEW COMMITMENTS i<ECEIVED 
AT OREGON FELONY INSTITUTIONS 

by Fiscal Year,1962-63 to 1978-79 
by Type of Primary Offense 

each Type Shown as Unduplicated % of Total Receptions 

60% PROPERTY 

20% 

0% 
0 III \0 t- oo O' (I') '<t \0 \0 \0 \0 t-\0 \0 \0 1 I I 1 1 1 I I 

-0 t- O' '<t III '-0 <'J (I') 
\0 \0 \0 \0 -.) \0 

\0 \0 

FISCAL YEAR 

SOURCE: CORRECTIONS DIVISION 
METRO 6-80 
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.XV 

'\ 
\ INSTIT[JTION PAROLE REVOCATION ADMISSIONS AS 

COMPARED I4ITH OREGON PAROLE FIELD LOAD 

BY QUARTER, JANUARY 1, lp6 TO DECEMBER 31, 1979 (; 

By Quarter 

1976 

January - Narch 

April - June 

July - September 

October - December 

1977 

January - .March 

Apl"ll - June 

July - September 

Parole 
Violators 
Admitted 

71 

74 

283 

Parole 
Average Daily 
Population 

1,344 

1 ,392 

1 ,;4,61 

1 ,562 

Percentage 
Parole 
Violators 

5.3% 

5.3% 

4.2% 

4.9% 

Average 1,440 Average 4.9% 

1,660 5.4% 

1,723 4.2% 

i\ October - December 

89 

73 

53 

95 

1,818 2.9% 

l,88;::..9 _____ -.:5~.~0%~ : ! 

Total 310 

1978 

January - March 

April - June 

July - September 

October - December 

1979 

January - ~larch 

April - JUrie 

July - September 

October - December 

Total 

Total 

89 

n 
74 

109 

343 

\i)126* 

148 

183 

172 

629 

Average 1,773 

1,911 

2,023 

2,123 

2,204 

Average 2,065 

2,291 

2,339 

2,391 

2,451 

Average 4.4 % 

4.9% 

3.5% 

3.5% 

4.9 % 

Average 4.2 % 

5,5 %* 

6.3 % 

7.7% 

7.0 % 

Average 6.6% 

*Februal"y 1~79 po1!c);, decision to permit the admission of parole suspension 
cases pendlng declslon on \~hether revocation i.s appropriate. 
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XVI 

STATE BED SPACE NEEDS 

BY "RISK GROUP" PROJECTIONS 

1980 - 1990 

. k 1 

YEAR RISK GROUP 
TOTAL DIVISION 
RESPONSIBILITY 

ACTUAL BED 
NEEDS (X~89) 

OUT 
COUNT' 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

SOURCE: 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

360,064 

365,549 

369,201 

371 ,089 

371,347 

370,170 

367,843 

364,681 

361,089 

357,530 

354,537 

3,345 

3,396 

3,430 

3,447 

3,450 

3,441 

3A17 

3,388 

3,355 

3,321 

3,294 

2,977 

3,022 

3,053 

3,068 

3,071 

3,062 

I 3,041 

3,015 

2,986 

2,956 

2,932 

368 

374 

377 

379 

379 

379 

376 

373 

369 

365 

362 

P.S.U. Revised Projection Interpolated by Corrections 
Division Staffo Corrections Division. 

0) Book population will be .92% of ris'k group~ 
(2) 11% of book population wiTl be on,out count. 
(3) All other variables held constant (including: parole 

policies; sentencing pl'actices; crime, arrest, pro­
secution rates; court use of probation; etco) 
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BED NEEDS 

XVII 

STATE BED NEEDS PROJECTIONS COMPARED 

WITH PRESENT STATE DESIGN CAPACITY 

1980-1990 

GENERAL DESIGN CAPACITY GENERAL PLUS SPECIAL 
DESIGN CAPACITY (SINGLE CELL PLUS 50 SQ. FT. 

(BASED ON RISK PER INr~ATE DORMITORY SPACE) (INCLUDES SP CIAL USE CELLS) 
YEAR GROUP PROJECTIONS) CAPACITY SHORTAGE CAPACITY SHORTAGE 

1980 2,977 2,547 430 2,772 205 

1981 3,022 2,547 475 2,772 250 

1982 3,053 2,547 506 2,772 281 

1983 3,068 2,547 521 2,772 296 

1984 3,071 2,547 524 2,772 299 

1985 3,062 2,547 515 2,772 290 

1986 3,041 2,547 494 2,772 269 

1987 3,015 2,547 468 2,772 243 

1988 2,986 2,547 439 2,772 214 

1989 2,956 2,547 409 2,772 184 

1990 2,932 2,547 385 2,772 160 

:~ i-. , 

SOURCE: PoS.U. Revised Projection Interpolated By Corrections Division Staff. 
- d~o:rJ'ecti'o"ns\i'Di:\/i;sibn;"_«:!:: "';.' L' ·.0'-':~,,!·· ,'. " 

". f,: !' ;' ,; ;1 +:> : "': "; '.'~ ~., ". 1'~, _ • :,:' "':-:"1 
ASSUr~PTIONS: (1) Book po~ulat~?n wi1:, be :92% of risk group. 

. .(!2}··.'ljJ%::of. bnok. popu:lat'Jon w],~l1"be·on! ollt.<count. " 
.:(~)~ ~1:1! '?:th~r ... var:iab~es. he.ld' constant, (ili'clud:ing: parole policies; 

id,','/fi (._ ~::':!se~~enOl.n·g::p·r~et.,ces;:.crime,. arrest, j:iro.secution rates; court 
';'. :. e\1 Ii;, u;;e. ofl pY10hatlon:;! etc • .). ; ,i' ""; ;.'. 

f ~":'::!~~ ;~~,.~-:}J~L~;i , It. ;. '., ~ ,. 
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PROJECTED MAY 1 FELONY INMATES, BY YEAR, BY COUNTY 
BASED ON 5/1/80 BOOK INflATE POPULI\TION fiND COUNTY rUSK GROUP PROJECTIONS 

COUNTY 5/1/80 5/1/81 5/1/82 5/1/83 5/1/84 5/1/85 5/1/86 5/1/87 5/1/88 5/1/89 5/1/90 

Baker 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19 19 19 19 
Benton 60 61 63 63 64 64 64 63 63 62 62 
Clackamas 128 130 131 132 133 134 135 137 138 140 142 
Clatsop 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 26 26 26 

~Col urnbia 24 29 27 27 27 27 26 26 26 26 25 . 'Coos 84 85 86 86 85 85 84 83 82 81 80 
Crook 13 13 13 14 14 14 13 13 13 13 12 
Curry 22 13 13 13 13 13 12 13 13 13 12 
Deschutes 67 69 70 71 71 71 71 71 70 69 68 
Douglas 128 130 131 131 131 131 129 128 129 125 124 

0 Gilliam 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
I r,rant 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Harney 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Hood River 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 17 17 17 
Jackson 159 162 164 165 166 165 165 163 161 159 158 

~ I Jeffersr,n 28 28 29 29 29 29 29 28 28 28 27 
+:> Joseph,ne: 65 67 68 '68 69 69 68 67 67 67 66 0 Klamath 72 73 74 74 74 74 73 72 71 70 69 >< I 

Lake 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 c::::: 
Lane 444 452 457 '160 461 460 457 453 448 442 438 I-i 

I-i 0' 

Lincoln 75 76 76 77 77 76 76 75 74 73 n I-i 

Linn 127 129 131 132 132 131 131 129 128 126 Wi 
Halheur 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 23 16 23 23 
narion 176 179 181 182 181 181 180 178 176 174 172 
rlorrOl~ 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 ,; :: 
~lul tnomah 1090 1099 1103 1104 1099 1091 1080 1066 1049 1034 1019 
Polk 33 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 33 33 33 G \:J 

~ Shennan 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Tillamook 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 24 24 24 23 .' Umatilla 98 99 100 100 100 99 99 97 96 95 93 , . Union 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 20 20 20 20 I·ta 11 01-/ a 

~ (Iasco 21 21 21 21 20 21 20 20 20 20 19 
Hashi.ngton 122 125 127 128 129 129 128 127 126 125 124 

\ Hheeler 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Yamhill 35 40 41 41 41 40 40 40 40 39 38 

-, STATE TOTALS* 3273 3323 3356 3373 3376 3365 3344 3315 3282 3250 3223 
-.,,-

~ 'I 

SOURCE: P.S.U. Revised Projections Interpolated by Corrections 

NOTE: County totals may not equal state total.s for 2 reasons: 1 ) state totals include interstate transfers and unreported; 
and, 2) because of variations in computational methods. 

ORC: 6/80 
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T,HE APPLICANTS 

The primary purpose of the first stage of the Task Force effort was to 
establish the parameter:s within which a~plicat,ions f~r assist~n~e.from local 
governments in the establishment of Reglonal Correctlonal Fac111t~es coul~ 
bes~ be evaluated. In this process, the Task Force addressed ltself to flve central questions. 

Question #1 What are our needs: 
state systems? present and projected fpr local and 

Response: The Task Force determined that the preferred 
measurements for purposes of projecting future 
facil Hies space needs are:' for felons - the 
"ri ~ group" popul ati.on pt;'pj'ect; ons; and, for 
misdemeanants - an analysis 'of jail usage patterns 
(number of beds used per 1,000 population). 

Quest.ion #2 What type of facility is needed; for whom? 

Response: The Task Force determined that Regional Correc­
tional Facilities in Oregon $hould be medium 
security institutions for male and female mis­
demeanants and felons with no specific limita­
tions regarding either length of sentence or 
clas"sificati,on of offense. In consideration of 
this absence of limitations, the Task Forcedi­
rected the Cor~ections Division to establish a 
Ifscreeningll process for all persons admitted to 
a Regional Facility through the Division. 

Question #3 Who should have administrative responsibility for the planning, 
construction" and operation of a Regional Facility? 

Response: The Task Force has determined that the primary 
responsi bil ity for the construction and oper­
ation of a Regional CorrectionaJ Facility should 
rest with the State. However, the Task Force 
Guidelines leave open the possibility of local 
government operation through contract with the 
State. 

-42-

Question #4 How would a Regional Facility interrelate with corrections 
agencies/programs/services already at work in the region? 

Response: The Task Force found that the best method of 
ensuring the full interrelationship of a Regional 
Facility with existing corrections agencies, pro­
grams ,and other community services was to requ'i re 
full participation by these groups and the cornmunity­
at-large in the planning and implementation phases 
of construction and program development. 

Question #5 Who should pay for the construction and operation of a Regional 
Facility? 

Response: The Task Force determined that the State should 
fund 100% of the construction costs of a Regional 
Facility. It was, of course, noted that the cur­
rent statutes (ORS 169.610-169.680) limit the State 
financial contribution to 50% of construction costs. 

The Task Force determined that operations costs 
of a Regional Facility should be allocated propor­
tionately among the State and partiCipating local 
governments on a per diem use basis. Under such a 
funding formula, local governments would be expected 
to obligate for a minimum number of beds. 

The Guidelines which follow are the form in which these Task Force positions were communicated to local governments. 
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GOVERNOR'S TASK FORCE 
ON 

REGIONAL CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

APPLICATION GUIDELINES 

Jj 
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GOVERNOR'S TASK FORCE 
ON 

REGIONAL CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

APPLICATION GUIDELINES 

The GOVERNOR'S TASK FORCE has established the following d~~criptive guide­
lines for the development of Regional Correctional Facilities in Oregon. 

CATEGORY 

I. TYPE OF FACILITY 

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

SIZE 

DEGREE OF SECURITY 

II. OPERATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY 

-45-

GUIDELINE 

Regional Correctional F~cilities should 
be designed to house qnly sentenced 
adults. The design should allow for the 
incarceration of both male and female 
misdemeanants and felo~ 

The Task Force Guidelines place no re­
strictions on length or type of sentence. 

Facility size should be no smaller than 
250 bed5, nor 1 arger' than 75Q. beds. 

The preferred types of measurements to 
be used in determining size needs are: 
foy' felons - "risk group" population 
projections; ,and, for misdemeanants -
an analysis of bed-'Use per 1,000 popula­
tion. 

The facility should be a medium security 
faci'1 ity. 

The primary responsi bil ity for the opera­
tion of a Regional Correctional Facility 
should rest with the State; however, the 
possibility of local government operation 
through contract with the State is not 
precluded under these guidelines. 

, 

t! 

! 



I 

I. 

',; 

II I. FINANCING, 

eDNSTRUCTION 

OPERATIONS 

IV. PLANNING 

;' ~ , ' 
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I 
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The State should finance 100% of the 
construction costs of a Regional Cor­
rectional Facility. 

NOTE: ,Rresent State law (169.680[2J) 
1 imi ts"the State contrib\Jti,on to a 
Regi ona 1 Fad 1 ity to'no 'more 'than 50% 
o~ ccinstructirin ~o~ts~ '" . 

Both State and Local government should 
be responsible for operation costs on 
a per diem use basis for all those 
housed in a Regional Facility under 
their respective jurisdictions. 

Partici~atfng'loca1 governm~nts are 
expected to be obligated for the costs 
of a minimum number of beds. 

NOTE: When used by local government 
for the incarceration of felons sen­
tenced to one year or less as a con­
dition of probation, the Regional 
Facility is to be considered an exten­
sion of the local facility, thus not 
activating the Community Corrections 
payback requirement. 

',. 

The planning for, and implementation 
of, a Re1ional Correctional Facility 
should include both citizen involvement 
and the participation of social service, 
mental health, law enforcement and cor­
rections professionals, and other 
appropriate groups and agencies. 

As a means of assessing current local government:\ngfF.p..;;Sjf.cV[d:ti,n~~rrest,f.in 
.. . ._ .• ____ .,,~I ) .• _ .. _."J.:._ 

j w;lhPn.· rBE2vEJ} qR;ll}~~~1::·iq''{~(j1e~iiqr.!a 11;C(~r;\~~)t,ii,on,ah fiH?:1'1 i~te~~.:~Y;Mlf3:}T.q~:k ;:·~Qnc~: :gstab 1 i shed 

P.'I'n.:F,J~8t~i ~RJ:\?ll' JRr.RP~S;~:ntRt:PJho~;;i d.~; a;qRQi~~xt t}1;i;th,i;n.l r\'thJC~lrRji tf~~fijng'i :::tQJ:a 1 

h ffJf~Ple:liR.mf~Er1E.Ro~;if~!ipns. ~SRJI):9: '~f ;;''{1tE\w;e,~\ ,a.r&c!i ~yJ~l'Hikt.~.q,· t\,!he,!:qpPll~i:f{?1tijoJl:Teques ted 

.., .. J,Q,cii.l Jj.o,vgt;.nroel1t, ~}(el ;s p,nnsesi .i 'li~'li )},rRrea;;.:'I~·' ." ·'.l0[1(' ~~,;' ""l': f f : nd h:1-:. ~3!.i Iv .l.,.tt.1) G.lili 'r.~\'J",'-1 .,..lr •. _~ -..' .,4-:::\'$. " H. ,,-IT .... \., ,z, j ~,. "\ 

Afl· ... • o[~r',\l.,)~"r .... ):1 rf·l· .... ·:~·'I··· .. · ·· .. ,·t ..... ,,·t ~'i~~''fi'''<ir:::lrt: I '1v ~:~;).f1;~,t.'J;'~ ~·"".1~~ t··~ ;(:9:J:V''i"',2 
~ ..• ! l'~. ""S'fa1teme'rit \/(N'eed' ~~ ,..; .. ";",,~ "".,1.. ~~ - ~ . 

br::ti<} ii;f~!i 't/) ;:'0 41:(';: b;~r; <'~){~vJ Stt:! _.;>;: r,.+~~. ;,v ... ;,r~"~,:;:, ~ :.l"i"t:·n~<'·~ \)~~.j .{<c t:: ... ~t.r~.l'~~j':; 
THe Task Force'recommends two measures of future COt'rectlOna1 fad 1 ities 

"'t.\l~t\!H1:)'<>,lE- 0:: ,;,;rll~;·f~ ... ·t~· :: ::'~\;'ft~ ,j'~J:~:} .:.';;(:"-:'. ~ :,~";Jr}'~t':'~'\::~j \f.::~:·:.;!,.·:!().)\9';~V'·1:·'I~~ 
"space needs: 1) for felons - "risk group" projections will be provided 

.'-- \'·,!··I'·; .. ·-7l :-·-;"t.'", '.!H "i'£b .. ~.. • .: '.", • r,. ) , !,' .. ~ '." J""" .,1_ 

for your region by Corrections Division and Task Force staff; and 2) for 
~ :~in':~~ ~lrit"~la;,tlt1' .: 

misdemeanants - an analysis of bed usage per 1,OOOpopilTatTcin is to be 

For your 
rff::;~·'f'IUJ 1'9hniJ .. ~" ~ >.~; l\'/""'~~:"'::" :'~:~~[!:r f'!{,ii'j'~}t~·; .. :~·'t~O",~ ~.~ ')'-\.,: 

convenience, a suggested reporting format for the misdemeanant measure 

1'.6:)01 =<-0 ;bVs<\a·ft~~hed. h'P'lease 'include in'):th,'s'"a'PPlicat'ion a;'f~'Yl ~~~cription of 

[i)~1d 10 r.\i f !5 ~!; ";'.iLi:,.:('-: Hi' t'l1r, \,1«;";.>.,; 0:,c;oqcpq "\'llO~', 1-'1 ;,::jao:.:) bsj:)~)t , 
. future needs for bed space for both mlsaemeanant and felon populatlons. 

~'GJ1 r r9brlJ9-h9~1~~~ate~~n1rt:~h~4 ~'\ al ~lbu~~~~·~~t[~O~n~j~f1~~t~r~~~~~~~1~b~I~~erway to 
r6l'l('1rgs5I 9rij' '}:. 2. ... ,.~-!;~.{ ~ .. :! 101' P[,Bq 81 rr,fIt; (,J"!L .. 2f!ofJ~''1m11) j'Br!J (!:Jr.;qhrf[!p 

mlnlmlze bed space needs ln your reglon. 
mum~frilp1a~ti~~:r~}~b~t <:jneff::n:;vop r£~IO; ~!f!i';:h,qhr:;rl;'i1 i;Jfli! yHfi":)!3i 

- rJ b;;..q rb59 VheH;~{k~(~o~g~2Bu1~r~q1~~s':iiHr~~~11fi~b i~~6'~~~nce4b*d f~~ l'fl~~g~\ement 
msrb 19q b9d 1.90 f20f~ b~j'.6qi·Jfjnt? sriJ s:l6.")rblli" bNS jnf.!;'·i.\'10VOD i·C.3Qf .gnrt.6q /, 

Doth 0 ofner agencl es of government and your commUnl tl es 1 n U; 
.yjtrtJ51 9rtJ to notts19g0 10t 

planning of a Regional Facility. Please list all agencles and community 
- i'ltJ flj 2110 r:tfi/9gQ • a 

groups involved in the preparation of this appTTcaTfon ana--6riefly 

norj'.6'1sqosM ')'~~s~~~b~dH~O~~~~ ~lb~:~~~1~~~le'~1fib1 ~~~~:~i" fJV ~)J"lb1 ;~215T BriT 

'(,jrn::>.51· Srlj;'to nGiSf''i''''(]O'1"f~V9WOH .S:hljc Sftj' ilH1'1 y.:Hfbsq f!3llor[2sR 5 "0 
j. t-'roposea Facl 1 ty -

,b9burJ9~a jon~t stBt2 ~~~ rlttw j'S'Jn~J.rlguo'rij ~fI9mn~9vog fSJor ~d. . 
. P I'e(lse descn ue Lhe type of faclll ty you Wl sh to propose. Thl s descn p-

.notgs1 1UOV,10' sfdf1Sl91Q ~t rlJt~w n.5fa i~Ofj6~~ .• gO sri1 edr1?2Sb 92159rq 
tlon ShOu d lncruae: 1) tne facl11ty Slze and prOJected use pattern for 

both misd~meanant and felon populations; and 2) the types of program 

servi ces anti ci pated to be deH;yefed. 
-47-
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4. Impact Statement -

The Task Force requests that you include in this application a statement 

4. de:S.'&l~ib~thg the anticipated"impact" of a Re:gional Facility on existing 

5. 

6. 

Filel dlServices and Cdtnmuni'ty Correct; ons pr:ograms. This statement should 
. . 

deser1be:' 1) the manner in which you now utilize these programs and/or 

serVices; 2) the changes you anti ci pate to be requi red foll owi ng tile 

open; rtg of the Regi ona 1 Facil ity; and 3) the types and s; zes of new Fi e 1 d 

Service/Community Corrections programs that would be necessary to accommo­

date the Regi clia 1 Fac ili tY'. 
Fi nanc-ing 'Pl an 

The Task Force has '~stablished as recommended policy that the State finance 

lOO%._of..theconstruction costs of a Regio~lal Facility. Under current 

State statutes' (169.680[2J) th~ State is limited to a 50% match of local 

funds fbr"constructidn of a. 'Regi6na 1 Facility. Please indicate the pro-

j~H~d e6scts':6'f y~8'~ p~o'Pdsed facility an:dth~'amount, if any, of local 
" ; . 

fun~as::aia'fl abl efor" its construct; on. Also, the Task Force Guidelines 

anticipate that operations costs will be'paid for by users of'the Regional 

Facility with participating local governments obligated to a minimum 

number of beds. Please describ~ the planned usage pattern of each partici­

pating local government and indicate th, anticipated cost per bed per diem 

for operation of the facility. 

Operations Plan -
" 

The Task Force Guidelines place the primary responsibility for the operation 

of a Regional Facility with the State. However, operation of the faGility 

by local government through contract ~ith the State is not precluded. 

Please describe the operations plan which is preferable for your region. 

-48-
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The Application along with a copy of the Task Force Guidelines was mailed 

to each county government. Whi 1 e i nqui ri es i ndi cati ng -I nterest were recei ved 

from a number of counties, only two applications were submitted. The applicant 

regions - the Mid-Valley region, including Mar'ion, Polk and Yamhill counties; 

and, the Metropolitan region, including Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington 

counties - 'include six counties which contain more than 50% of the State's total 

population. Following is a brief summary/analysis of each application. The 

complete applications as submitted are available in Appendix II of this report. 
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MID-VALLEY REGION 
(} 

MARION, POLK, AND YAMHILL 

NEED 

1. Is the need for this facility adeguately demonstrated? 

A) The Marion and Yamhill facilities are reported operating at or above capacity; 

the Polk facility is reported operating at 50% of capacity. 

B) Using a bookings rate per 1,000 general population analysis of the previous 

six years, the Mid-·Valley region reports an anticipated increase in average 

daily jail population of approximately 10 per year during the next 20 years. 

This projection places the region's jail average daily population (ADP) at 

approximately 400 by the year 2000. The data to allow the computation of 

projected ADP's for Polk and Yamhil'l counties is not available. Use of the 

ADP/general population ratio projection approach with the Marion county data 

produced a projected ADP for the year 2000 of 220 - approximately 50 below 

the projected inmate population derived f~,":Jl the bookings projection offered 
'. ~:. 

in the proposal. (Table XIX, at the end of this chapter.) 

C) The risk group (ages 15-29) for this region is expected to remain at or near 

its present level through the early 1990's, after which rapid increases to 

the year 2000 a}~e predicted. It is anticipated that commitments to the 

state institutions from this region will remain in the 135-150 range through 

1995. 

D) Of the total region jail population, approximately 45% are reported to be 

sentenced offenders. In Marion cou~ty, the senfenced population is one­

half felons and one-half misdemeanants. Using 1979 average daily population 

figures, approx1mately 80 inmates now sentenced to jails in the region would 

qualify for transfer to a regional facility under the existing Task Force 

guidelines. 
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2. Have reasonable efforts to minimize bed space needs been demonstrated? 

An extensive discussion of Marion county efforts to minimize bed space needs 

is provided in the proposal. Similar information is not provided for Polk 

and Yamhill counties. 

NOTE: The proposal suggests that a more aggressive pre-trial release pro­

gram would "be conducive to reducing ... projected bookings and projected 

inmate population in Yamhill county." 

PLANNING 

1. Does the planning process described allow for full participation of other 

agencies of government and the community-at-large in the examination of 

concerns leading to the development of this facility? 

Yes; the proposal documents efforts going back to 1972. 

THE FACILITY 

1. Does the proposed facility fall within the Task Force Guidelines? 

A) Population Characteristics 

B) 

Possibly; the proposed design 'anticipates a capacity for sentenced male 

and female, misdemeanants and felons. However, the attached cover letter 

from the Yamhill County Commission indicates a presentence facility pro­

posal which falls outside the Task Force Guidelines. 

Size 

Yes, the proposed facil ity would have 120 county spaces and 200 state 

spaces - total 320. 

C) Securi ty 

Yes, medium security. 
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2. Are facility design and use patterns included? 

A) Design - it is assumed the design, though not described, would meet 

ACA standards. 

- it is suggested that the design alTowfo!" a co-sited pre-sentenced 

facility for 160 inmates to operate from the core service component of 

the sentenced facility. 

B) Use Pattern - the region's use of space is projected to increase from 67 

in 1980 to 142 in the vear 2000. Marion county is projected to use 

sl i ghtly more than 50'~ of thi s county space. 

NOTE: This approach would result in a significant under-·utilization of the 

Polk county facil ity to the year 2000. 

IMPACT ON FIELD SERVICES 

1. Has the proposal included a thorough analysis of the potential relationships 

between the proposed facility and field services/community corrections program? 

The region provides no analysis. No change in local services is anticipated in 

the proposal. 

FINANCING 

f1 
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1. poes the proposed financing plan reflect a ~ull analysis of the costs of establish- ~ l 

ing and ~erati~a regional faCility?t1.-"", 

A) ,Constructi~~ - the proposed construction costs are based upon $110 per square 

foot. The 131,500 sq. ft. facility would cost $14,500,000. Of this amount, 

the county proposes to explore the possibility of county payback for 49,500 

sq. ft. ($5,500,000) at $14.38 per diem per inmate space allocated during a 

30 year period. 

NOTE: The construction costs appear low. 

Clatsop Cou~~y - 1977 bid - $120.00/sq. ft. 

Jackson County - 1978 bid - S 96.60/sq. ft. 

Lane County - 1979 bid - $126.00/sq. ft. 
-52-
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B) Operations - the anticipated operations costs are $20.00 per inmate, 

per day. 

NOTE: The operations costs appear low. 

Jackson County - $40.00/day 

Lane County - $40.00/day 

OSCI - $32.29/day 

OPERATIONS 

1 . Does the operations plan presented meet the Task Force Guidelines? 

No specific plan is proposed pending determination of both the State's required 

space needs and. the type of inmate to be housed in the facil ity. 

OVERVIEW 

1. In composite, does the proposal adequately address the points of inguiry pre­

sented in the Task Force Guidelines and Local Government Application? 

Yes; however the Yamhill county position concerning pre-sentence inmate use is 

unclear and the Marion county need projections may be somewhat high. Also, the 

potential under-utilization of the Polk county facility and the absence of an 

aggressive pre-trial release program both appear to run contrary to the Task 

Force interest in insuring full use of all available facility resources. 
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METROPOLITAN REGION 

CLACKAMAS, MULTNOMAH, WASHINGTON 

NEED 

1. 

2. 

Is the need for this facility adequately demonstrated? 

A) The present six facilities are all reported as operating at or above capacity. 

B) A usage rate per 1,000 general population analysis of the previous five year 

period, 1975-1979 inclusive, indicates that the Metropolitan region should 

anticipate an increase i~ dverage daily jail population of approximately 20 

per year during the neXL ~O years. This projection places the region's jail 

ADP in the 1,000-1,200 range by the year 2000. (Table XX, at the end of 

this chapter.) 

NOTE: If risk group based projectlons were to prove to be a more accurate 

predictor of jail space needs than total population based projections, the 

above reported future jail space needs would be 2xpected to drop significantly. 

C) The risk group (ages 15-29) for this region is projected to remain at or near 

its present level through 1995, then increase Dy 11% (33,544) during the last 

five years of the decade. It is anticipated that commitments to the state 

from this region will remain at the 625-650 range through 1995 and then 

increase to the 700 level by the year 2000. 

D) During 1979, the reported total sentenced jail population was 280 - 36% of 

total inmate population. Of these sentenced inmates, 165 wey'e reported to 

be felons and 115 misdeilleanants. This portion of the present region's jail 

population would qualify for transfer to a regional facility under the ex­

isting Task Force quidelines. 

t!,ay.e. t_e_a_s_o.n.a.bJ.e __ e!f.o,rts to mi n i l11i ze bed s pace needs been demonstrated? .. _ ......... - - . - -..... - - -_ .. - -""----- .----_._---- --~----.-
This region reports an increase of 26~ in felony probation during the years 1977-

1979, with a corresppnding 7'.· decrease in state commitments. Although no explicit 
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information regarding redu~tion in jail use is provided,-the evidence of a 

39% increase in misdemeanant cases during the 1977-1979 period compared with 

a 10% increase in jail average daily populationindi'cates that such;.effol'ts 

dre under way. (A description qf the positive impact of Field Services/ 

Community Corrections is provided. in section four of the application.) 

PLANNING 

1. Does the planninsprocess described allow for full participation of other a'genc~ 

of government and the community-at-large in the examination of concerns leading to' 

_the development of this facility?' 
; 

A list of "planning participants"'anq an inter-county agreement are provided. 

THE FACI LITY 

1. Does the proposed facility fall within the TaskForce Guidelin~s? 

A) Population Characteristics 

Yes, the proposed design antH:i,pates a capaci ty for sentenced, mal e and fema'Te, 

misdemeanants and felons. 

B) Si ze 

Yers, the proposed facility would house 300 inmates, with the possibility of 

expansion to 500. 

e) ~ecurit,Y 

Yes, medium sectJ;rity, 

2. Are facJ_U_tY. d~~l9!LE_n5L_~.?_e_p;1j:t~.!_':I_s _i.!l.cJ.u~Le.d} 
I 

A) Desj.9..n - the design is draw.n ;to meet ACA standards and would contain twelve 

1125 person" modules --four with,indi.vi dua 1 rbornsand eight dQrmitodes. , 

B) !Lse Pat,!:erD. - no use pattern is provided. 

I 
I 
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IMPACT ON FIELD SERVICES ... ~. ----
l. lias the proposal included a thorough, analys.isof the potential relationships 

I 

.~etween the proposed faci' ity arid ,field services/community corrections programs? 

Yes; A) A description of the existing Field Services and Community Corrections 

programs for each county are included. 

B) The proposal lists as positive changes to follow the opening of a 

regional facility: 1) a new sentencing resource; 2) a positive im-

pact on ex~sting fiil~ serv{ces; 3) reli~f of institutional over­

crowding; and 4) t~;,ter intergovernmental cooperation. 

C) An es.timated 10% lncrease in Field Services/Community Corrections 

resOLlrces, exclusive of inflationary increases, is provided. 

FINANCING 

1. Does th~..P!QP.2_sedJir.!.ancin~.n reflect a full analysis of the costs of establish­

:L!lL?-n<L.Q.Rer.a tiD.9...2..J:.eJliona 1 facil i ty? 
., 

A) C.2D~1~~tit~~ - the proposed construction costs range between $12,900,000 and 

$14,348,939. A local match o~ $6,450,000 is identified. 

B) Qp.e!_a,tLO!l~. - the anticipated operations costs are $27.49 per inmate, per day. 

NpTE: The operations costs appear low - see note, page 53. 

1. Q.o_~,s ... tJl,e, SJ .p.~.r.a:t.i .D,n,s, p.1.'1.n, PT!=,s.e.n..t ... e.d. meet .!,he .l~s k Force Gu ide 1 i nes ? 

1. 

Yes; the operat'idns plan proposes"State managemen·t of the facil ity with an 

1I0perati onal CotJhcil ll composed of, representati ves of the parti ci pati ng govern­

ments available 'to address IIgener.l:J.l management ,and pol icy considerations ,II 

,j 

Il!.s.olnpP.s.i.te., . .9!J~~.?, .t.h~. p,rop.o.s,a,l .a,d.e,q.u.a.t.eJ Y .. a.d_~E_e_s_~ .. the . .£.o,i n ts 0 f i n9 u ift.Res en ted 

in..~e Task Fo}~ce Guidelines and Local Government Applicat:ion? --_ ... -_ ...... - .... - "" - ... '" ........ ~ ...... ,. - - _ ...... " - - .. - - .. - ... - -- - --- _.- _._._-_.--=... 

Yes; however, th~ absence ofaboth an anticipated use pattern for the proposed 
:-56-
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facility and a more complete analysis of prior jail use in the region makes 

it difficult to accurately assess the potential impact on either the region 

or the State. 

The following section from the proposal provided under the heading State Expense 

(pp. 58-60) would indicate a 203 bed allocation for state use. 

Class C felons sentenced to prison in recent years have averaged 
about 270 (SCD figure - county figures significantly less). At 
established length of sentence (8.2 months) this would account 
for an ADP of 175. All of these sentenced felons could be accom­
modated, and the cost per day is about $1.00 less (or $250 per 
inmate) . 

Other felons are the responsibility of SCD and there is no reason 
for counties to assume responsibility for them. Using current ADP 
fi gures" an 8.2 month 1 ength sentence and a 95 percent occupancy 
figure, an additional 43 ADP could be accommodated - representing 
an annual intake of 63. 

Therefore, with counties assuming responsibility only for mis­
demeanants (67 ADP now) the state would be able to house an ADP 
of 203. This would represent an annual intake of 333 felons. 

County interests focus on the ability to expand their reserved 
capacity for misdemeanants as future needs dictate. Decisions 
about whether to assume any responsibility for Class C felons 
would be made individually by the counties. The SCD would be 
greatly interested in having the counties assume this responsi­
bility because the relatively shorter sentence possible under 
county sentencing rules \<}Quld produce a net potential increase 
in intake over figures cited above . 

This is followed on p. 64 with the following statement. 

At this time, no firm agreements have been made on the general 
allocation of RCSO capacity among the partners. This will be 
dependent on the important decision regarding Class C felons 
as summarized in the "County Expense" portion of the response 
to Item Four. 

The issues raised in the above quoted sections of the proposal should be 
addressed early in the planning process of a regional facility to be sited 
in the Metropolitan Region. 
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PAST/PROJECTED 
AVERAGE DAILY rN~1ATE POPULATION 

(BASED ON INCARCERATION RATE PER 1,000 CITY/COUNTY POPULATION) 

MID-VALLEY REGION 

(ThiS Projection Includes Only Data From Marion County*) 
- }) 

CITY/COUNTY RATE PER 
POPULATION 1000 POPULATION 

!, . AVERAGE 
~.~Y=EA=R~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.~~~~I~~~OAILY POPULATION 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

: 5 Year 
, Averages 

, 
I . 
I' 
I 

YEAR 

1.~80 

1985 

: 1990 

166,900 

173,300 

177 ,700 

187,300 

193,500 

I PROJECTED CITY/ 
lCOUNTY POPULATION 

200,900** 

240,600** 

283,000** 

J,I 1995 , 

2000 377 , OOM"* 

329,500** 

L_:----~~.--

.56 

.55 

.60 

.. 60 

.59 

,'58 

ESTIMATED RATE PER 
1000 POPULAiTION 

.58*** 

.58 

.58 

.58 

158 

j 

, 
: 
i 

.j 

1 
i , 

, --"- ---- ---e 

..' 

95 

96 

107 

113 

114 

PROJECTED AVERAGE 
DAILY POPULATION 

116 

139 

164 

191 

219 

l?"? 
*Oata was not available to allow for a similar analysis of Polk and Yamhill 
counties. 

**This data, provided byappl i cant as,proAected county popul ati on to the year 
2000, appear quite hfgh when compared ~ith the most recent Portland State 
University projections provided on page2?9 of thjs report., 

, 
***Thispr.,ojection made Llsing a 5 year average rate pe'r 1,000 populatJon. 

~" 
~ 

~/ 
."y' 

,/; 

I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
! 

I , , 
, ~ ( 

! 
i 
! 
I 
I 
f .-

() 0 
, 

" 
(, 

(/ 

\ 

, 



{) 

a 
j'L<!!£~:~~~:""'::')"~f~A'''"''~~~:=:~:=!Il?~~~~~;~~~!!!_'~'I'-~·~r:j~~;·r~"~'~'='~~"~-"'"""" '" 
! 

J 
xx 

PAST/PROJECTED 
AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION 

(BASED ON INCARCERATION RATE PER 1,000 CITY/COUNTY POPULATION) 

METROPOLITAN REGION 

(Combined Totals For Clackamas, MU10~pomah, and Washington Counties) 

)1 
,;i 

AVERAGE 
DAIL Y POPULATI ON 

'.- ........ 

_-=-Y=EA...:.:..R.c-_-+-._---'-~=_:.:.~_'_ _ 1000 POPULATION I 
RATE PER 

. -- ' ... ~ 

D 

1975 .68 

1976 I .68 

1977 

1978 

1979 

• 
I .73 

I .77 , 

636* 

647* 

708* 

762* ';~I 

774* 

',) 

i ,~'i 
j l:,' I ()~':Oi 
I ,..­

''''~-=5-:Y~e-a":"r---+----------'f------------I-------------l, (_ 
Averages II .72 1--,,", 

I ~ .76 

-,/-'~\ 

i;"~:; )"...../ .... 1 , PROJECTED CITY! ESTIMATED RATE PER PROJECTED AVERAGE 
/-;' YEAR COUNTY POPULATION 1000 POPULATION DAILY POPULATION . 

1980 1,026,000** i .72*** 738 I' 
I 
I 

1985 1,130,700** 
i 

.72 813 I 
I 
l 

<;J 
1990 J ,267,300** j .72 912 

1 , 
• I 

1995 1;392,800** .. .72 1,002, 

2000 1,520,900** .72 1,094 
--'--

*It should be no~d that some of these population figures were arrived qt 
bi estimate. \\ '.j 

**pata proyided by applicant. 

**~Proj~ction made using 5 year average rate per 1,000 population. 

il 

","'j', " 
;..;. 
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RISK GROUP POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
BY APPLICANT REGION/COUNTY 

1975 - 1990 

19'75 1980 1985 1990 
.:'~';::: 

MID-VALLEY ---,,-- 0 

0 

Marion 22,208 26,242 26,999 25,622 
;:-:'-,," 

Pol k 5,728 6,911 7,166 6,842 
." 

\~::I 

Yamhi 11 5,982 6,904 7,043 6,681 

TOTALS 33,9] .{ 40,057 41,208 39,145 

METROPOLITAN 

C1 ac'kamas 24,760 30,739 32,181 .. 34,085 

Mu1tnomah 75,296 81,920 82,02B 76,573 

Washington 25,359 ~31. 34,482 21,096 , '. 
~ --- .. 

'0 TOTALS 125,415 145,290 1'4,8,691 143,754 
CJ 

·-i, i) 

M 

XXII 

A COMPARISON OF CURRENT TOTAL POPULATION, IIRISK GROUP II POPULATION, AND 
COMMITMENTS TO STATE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS, BY APPLICANT COUNTY 

TOTAL POPULATION RISK GROUP POPULATION INSTITUTIONAL 
Males 15-29 COM~lITMENTS Year: 1979 Year: 1980 Year: 1979 

NUt~BER PERCENTAGE NUMBER PERCENTAGE NUMBER PERCENTAGE .~;>~;~ -" 

tlI D-VALLEY 

~1a ri on 191,000 7.51% 26,242 7.29% 90 5.08% 
Polk 46,000 1.81% 6,911 L92% 22 1.24% 
Yamhi 11 51,200 2.01% 6,904 1.92% 25 1.41% ---

TOTALS 288,200 11 ,33% 40,057 11 .13% 137 7,73% 

r~ETROPOLITAN 

Clackamas 231 ,000 9.08% 30,739 8,54% 74 4.17% 
Mu1tnomah 558,600 21.96% 81,920 22.75% 492 27.75% 
VJashington 222,100 8.73% 32,631 9.06% 59 3,33% --, ----

TOTALS 1 ,01 I ,700 39,7.7% 145,290 40.35% 625 35.25% 

SOURCE: Total Population - 1979 P.S.U. Published Estimates 
Risk Group Population - P.S.U. Revised Projections - 5/80 Institutional Commitments - Corrections Division 

(." 
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FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND RATIONALES 

The Task Force focused its inquiry in four areas: n an analysis of 

present and future corrections facilities space needs; 2) an examination 

of potentially advantageous working relationships between local and state 

governments in the construction and operation of Regional Correctional 

Fa~~U~ti es; 3) the anticipated i nterrel ationships between Community Cor-

'rec~rc;ns and Field Services programs and Regional Correctional Facilities; 

and, 4) the statutory implications of recommendations in the previous three 

areas. Following are the Task F . F' d' orce 1n 1ngs and Recommend,ations organized 
into these four areas. 

SPACE NEEDS 
FINDING: 

The immediate need for seven hundred and fifty (750) additional 

medium security beds in the Portland metropolitan area. Three 
hundred of these beds are found to be n~eded;for sentenced mis-

" 

demeanants and minor felons from Clackamas, Multnomah and 

Washington counties. The re .. f h maln1f1g pur undred and fifty 

beds are found to be needed by the State. 

RECOMMENDATION: As a first priority .. the construction of seven' hundred and 

fifty new medium cecurity bed spaces for the combined use of 

'CZackamas .. MuZthnomah .. and Washington counties and the St t . a e. 

RATIONALE: The 1976 Governor's Task Force on Corrections formd that 

"overcrowding has become a major problem in Oregon's three 

state institutions .... 11 The reported extended capacity of 

the institutions at that time was 2,770 beds. The actual 

institutional ,:Jopu1ation count on October 1, 1976 was 2,744. 

-115-

FINDING: 

Today the extended capacity of the Division is 2,861 with 

an actual population on June 1,1980 of 2,857. No major 

facility expansion has occm'red during the intervening four 

years. The extended capacity is made possible through double-

celling and conversion of office and recreation space to 

dormitory usage. The present "single cell" capacity (including 

50 sq. ft. per inmate dormitory space) is 2,547 beds. An 

additional four hundred and fifty state beds would extend the 

"single cell" capacity of the state system to 140 beds above 

its June 1, 1980 actual population. 
'. t 

The Task Force subcommittee on Spat~ N~eds reported t.~r-

crowded conditions in numerous local correctional facilities~ 

citing ten county jails with combined populations over maximum 

of 134. 

Other factors considered by the Task Force. were continuing in-

creases in reported crime, arrests, and felony filings, and 

the projected rapid growth in general population for the state 

for the remainder of the century. 

The three hundred bed allocation to the Metropolitan region was 

based upon estimates of local need presented orally to the 

Task Force during its application review and a projection 

prepared by Task Force staff based upon jail usage patterns 

during the period 1975-1980. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

D,uring the following two decades, the State should anticipate 

additional bed space needs outside the Portland metropolitan 

area. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

RATIONALE: 

FINDING: 

"RECOMMENDATION: 

,----. 

The Mid-Valley region is projected to have an additional 120 

bed need for sentenced misdemeanants and minor felons by the 

year 2000. 

As a second priopity~ the state should considep the constpuction 

of a 320 bed mediwn seCUI'ity Regional Facility fop the combined 

use of MaPion~ Polk and Yamhill counties and the State. 

While the need for immediate facilities relief was not found 

to be as .great in the Mid-Valley area as in the Portland 

metropolitan area, projections provided in the application for 

assi~ance received from this region indicate a need for 120 

to 140 more beds to meet local needs in the next 20 years. 

Risk group projections indicate an increased state bed need 

of approximately 200 beds above its June 1,1980 actual 

population. The combination of anticipated local and state 
< 

system needs of 120 and 200 beds respectiVely, \:;resulted in the 

. recommendation for a 320 bed facil ity in the Mid-Valley area. 

* "* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Pressures to move to a sing1& cell mode of operation may require 

short-term bed space relief not available through the construction 

of a new facility. 

The State examine the posoibility of adding new bed spaces to 

existing cou,nty fad Zities in the evant ahopt-tepm peZief is 
'.:.;:;;') 

pequiped. 
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RATIONALE: 

FINDlNG: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RATIONALE: 

o 

It is anticipated that the planning and construction of a 

Regional Correctional Facility will require 3-5 years. If 

authorization to proceed were received in the 1981 legislative 

session, occupancy could probably not be 'expected before 1985. 

Added space to eXisting loca,l facilit:ies can be accomplished 

much more rapidly, thus providing short term relief to the 

state system. Long term bed space relief to the localities 

in which the additions would be built could occur through 

later acquisition of these bed spaces by local governments. 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
There is a need to construct new facilities to meet nationally 

recognized standards. 

New coppectional faciZities in Qpegon should be constpucted:~ 

to meet the standaPdS established by the Amepican CoppectionaZ 

Association . 

To ensure a high quality correctional system and to avoid the 

potential management problems attendant with, c6urt challenges 
/I 

of deficient programming and facilities op~r:~tions, the State 
II 

sbould construct its~correctional facilities to meet nationally 

recognized standards. 

C) 
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FINDING: 

STATE/LOCAL RELATIONSHIP 

The management of Regional Corre~tional Facilities requires 

long-term stabil ity. 

There exists a need for increased options for inmate placement 

within the state corrections system. 

RECOMMENDATION: The State assume management responsibility for Regional 

RATIONALE: 

FINDING: 

Correctional Facilities. 

Career managers will provide the stability and experience 

necessary to ensure that Regional Facilities will be of maximum 

benefit to the State. State management of these facilities 

will also provide added flexibility in management of inmate 

populations throughout the state system. Further, this 

management approach appears best designed to avoid duplication 

of habilitative programming. 

*. * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Local governments are unable to provide the funding necessary 

to assist in the construction of Regional Correctional Facilities. 

RECOMMENDATION: Construction of Regional Correctional Facilities should be 

RATIONALE: 

100% funded by the State. 

The combi ned effects-- of the recessi on, i nfltl ti on, and property 

tax limitations have placed local governments in particularly 

difficult fiscal circumstances. The alternative revenue 

producing source available to the counties, bonding, prespnts 

substantial obstacles when attempted for purposes of inter-

county funding of construction. Further, experience with 

-69-

FINDING: 

inter-county bonding is limited. While it is recognized that 

the State is also facing budgetary pressures, the Task Force 

felt the State to be in a stronger position to provide resources 

for correctional facilities development than combinations of 

county governments. State funding could be accomplished by 

two means - appropriations from general revenues; or, through 

bonding. Use of the State's bonding authority for correctional 

facility construction would require a constitutional amendment 

and voter approval of a levy. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Individual government entities should each be responsible for 

the costs of operating their corrections systems. 

RECOMMENDATION: Participating counties should pay for the bed spaces and programs 

RATIONALE: 

utilized by them in a Regional Correctional Faci~ity on a Goat 

per diem basis. 

Participating counties should obligate for a minimum nv~ber of 

bed spaces in a Regional Facility. 

The payment for space utilized on a cost per diem basis will 

allow each county to assume full responsibility for the operations 

costs associated with the incarceration of misdemeanants and 

mi nor felons sentenced to' the regi ona 1 fac il i ty . County 

obligation for a minimum number of bed spaces is required for 

sound fiscal and operations management. 
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fINDING: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RATIONALE: 

FINDING: 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS/FIELD SERVICE~ 

The State can minimize both program and operating costs 

associated with a Regional Correctional Facility by making 

full use of community corrections programs. 

The State formulate .. as a part of its planning effort for 

regional facilities .. an operations p:rogram that takes fuZZ 

advantage of services now availab,lethrough Community Cor-

rections and Field Services programs. 

Existing communfty Corrections and Field Services programs 

provide numerous services which should become complementing 

program elements of a Regional Corrl[~ctional Facility. ThesE' 

services include: pre-release planning; education and 

vocational placement; mental health and alcohol counseling 

services; and, probation and parole! supervision. The State 

should avoid costly duplication of services through planning 

efforts whi ch ensure full utfl i zatii on of exi sti ng community 

corrections and field services programs. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

That community corrections program's have been effective in 

relieving population pressures on both local and state cor­

rectional facilities and will provide continued cost-effective 

complements to Regional Correctionai Facilities. 

RECOMMENDATION: CommunibJ corrections programs be maintained at their present 

levels of funding. 
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RATIONALE: 

FINDING: 

RE Cm·1MEN DAT I ON : 

RATIONALE: 

If credible community-based supervision services were not 

available to the courts as primary sentencing options. 

experience indicates that commitments to both local and state 

correctional facilities would incY:ease. The recommendations 

for facility expansion contained in this report were developed 

from the assumption that existing non-institutional sentencing 

options would not be diminished. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

That count i es not ~'equesti ng ass i stance in the development of 

Regional Correctional Facilities are also in need of additional 

financial support to mairitain and upgrade their correctional 

program services. 

The community corrections "payback!l be eUminated for counties 

that do not have Regional Correctional Facilities services 

avaiZabZe to them. 

* 

Those counties not receiving the benefit of additional bed space 

provided by the State through Regional Facilities should receive 

equitable compensation to assist in the improvement of their 

corrections systems. The elimination of the community cor­

rections payback provides one avenue of compensation to those 

counties not able to benefit from the Regional Facilities program. 
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FINDING: 

STATUTORY U1PLICATIONS 

The siting of Regional Facilities may present great difficultie!; 

under existing law. 

RECOMMENDATION: The Legisla,tu:t'e enact a law.:J modeled after DRS Chapter 713 
\/ 

RATIONALE: 

FINDING: 

(which established landfill siting pi~cedures for the Depart­

ment of El1,vironmental Quality in the Metropoli''t;an Service 

District)3 for the siting of Regionat Correctional Fac~lities. 

The new law should enable cou~ties to first attempt to site 

Regional-Correctional Facilities. However3 if the county 

gove~nents failed to do S03 then the authority for siting 

would rest with the State Corrections Division. 

Since the development of regional facilities is seen to be in 

the interests of both the user loca~ities and the State as a 

whole3 siting of these facilities should not be inordinately 

detained as a result of the failure of local governments in a 

region to agree on appropriate location. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

One huncired percent state funding of Regional Correctional 
lJ 

Facilities requires a modification of existing statutes~ 

RECOMMENDATION: DRS 169.680 (2) be repeaZed. 

RATIONALE: The State is presently a more effective funding source for 

cooperative inter-county/stat-e const.ruction efforts than the 

counties themselvesQ 

* * * * * * * * * * 
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FINDING: Modification of the Community Corrections Act "payback" 

provisions requires an amendment of existing statutes. 

RECON~jENDATION: DRS 423.530 be amended to eliminate the "payback" requirement 

RATIONALE : 

for coun-l;ies that do not have the resources of a Regional 

Correctional Facility made available to them. 

Counties that do not have a pressing need for additional bed 

space for the housing of sentenced misdemeanants and minor 

felons nevertheless have continUing needs for assistance in 

upgrading their corrections systems. 
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